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DETAILED ACTION 

Acknowledgements 

1 . The Examiner for this case has changed. Please note that Joshua Murdough is the 
Examiner of record in any future correspondence. 

2. Due to Applicants' amendment to the claims received on 27 December 2007, the current 
status of the claims is: 

Claims 1-11, 14-17, 22-25, 27-34, 36-38, and 66-84 are pending. 
Claims 12, 13, 18-21, 26, and 39-65 have been canceled. 

3. The Examiner acknowledges Applicants' affirmation that "the subject matter described 
by the claims has been commonly owned at all times." (Page 11, Paragraphs 2 & 3) 

Specification 

4. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the 
claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction of the 
following is required: at least claims 1,14, 27, and 70 require the indicium and the indexing 
tracking ID to be "independent." "The meaning of every term used in any of the claims should 
be apparent from the descriptive portion of the specification with clear disclosure as to its 
import," (MPEP § 608.0 l(o)) but there is no disclosure in the specification regarding the 
meaning of "independent." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 1 st Paragraph 

5. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 
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The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

6. Claims 1-11, 14-17, 22-25, 27-34, 36-38, and 66-84 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) 
contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. There is no disclosure of the 
indicium and the indexing tracking ID being independent as claimed in each of the independent 
claims; 1, 14, 27, and 70. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 2 nd Paragraph 

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claims 1-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being incomplete for 
omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap between the steps. See MPEP 

§ 2172.01. The omitted steps are: the obtaining, reading, or generating of the indexing tracking 
ID by the postal authority. 

The indexing tracking ID is transmitted to the end user computer in line 9 of claim 1 . 
From there, the most logical and simplest steps would be for the end user computer to print the 
indexing tracking number on the mail piece and then the user would enter the mail piece into the 
postal authority's network. Once in the network, the postal authority could read the indexing 
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tracking ID off of the mail piece. This would enable the postal authority to request the indicium 
from the vendor-controlled centralized postage issuing computer system. 

If this is in fact what is intended, these steps should be included in the claim. If this is not 
what was intended, the appropriate alternate steps should be included. 

9. Claims 1-11, 27-34, 36-38, and 66-84 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

10. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the indexed postage indicium data" in line 7. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Nowhere in the claim is it shown that the postage indicium data is indexed. 

1 1 . Claim 1 recites the limitation "the centralized postage issuing computer system" in line 7. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

The Examiner believes that this was intended to be a reference to "the vendor-controlled 
centralized postage issuing computer system" in line 4, but due to the difference in naming, 
cannot conclusively make that association. 

12. Claims 1, 27, and 70 recite the term "independent" in a manner that provides for 
different, distinct interpretations which renders the claims indefinite. As used, independent 
could mean that the indicium and the indexing tracking ID occur in different locations on the 
mail piece; it could also mean that they can be read separately, as is claimed in claim 14; it could 
further mean that the data sources are different; or it could have other meanings that have not 
occurred to the Examiner. 
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In order to further the prosecution of this application, the Examiner has used the 
following definition when evaluating the claims on their merits: 

Independent: "1. b (1) not requiring or relying on something else." Merriam- Webster ' s 

Collegiate Dictionary , 10 th Edition, Merriam- Webster Inc., Springfield, M.A., 

1997. 

Specifically, the Examiner has interpreted this term, in view of the definition provided, to 
mean that the indexing tracking ID does not need the indicium to function and vice versa. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

13. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

14. Claims 27-34, 36-38, 70-78, 8 1 , and 83 as best understood are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Whitehouse (U.S. 6,005,945). 

15. As to claim 27, Whitehouse shows: 

A centralized postage-issuing computer system for indexing a postage indicium, 
comprising: 

data processing circuitry (Figure 4, element 150); 
a database (Figure 4, element 156); 
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a postage indicium generation module (Figure 4, element 160), operable with the data 
processing circuitry (connected to 150), configured for generating a data 
corresponding to a postage indicium; 

an indexing module (Figure 4, element 161), operable with the data processing circuitry 
(connected to 150), configured for associating an indexing tracking ID with the 
data corresponding to the postage indicium, wherein the indexing tracking ID and 
postage indicium are independent (both pieces of data are part of the transaction); 
and 

a database management module (Figure 4, element 174), operable with the data 

processing circuitry (connected to 150), configured for storing the indexed data 
corresponding to the postage indicium within the database, and for retrieving the 
indexed data corresponding to the postage indicium from the database based on 
the indexing tracking ID (databases are designed to store and retrieve data and a 
transaction database would store and retrieve transaction information); and 

a communications module (Figure 4, element 152), operable with the data processing 

circuitry (connected to 150), configured for transmitting the indexing tracking ID 
to an end user computer (Figure 4, 104), for receiving a postage indicium request 
containing the indexing tracking ID from a postal authority, and for transmitting 
the retrieved indexed data corresponding to the postage indicium to the postal 
authority (Figure 4, 180). 
16. As to claim 28, Whitehouse further shows: 

the indexing tracking ID is unique within a postal authority (Column 4, lines 43-50). 



Application/Control Number: 09/990,34 1 Page 7 

Art Unit: 3621 

17. As to claim 29, Whitehouse further shows 

the postal authority is the United States Postal Service (Column 4, line 59). 

18. As to claim 30, Whitehouse further shows: 

the data corresponding to the postage indicium comprises data representative of one or 
more items selected from the group consisting of postage amount, date and time 
of postage information creation, service class, optional data advance, and delivery 
zip code (Column 22, lines 9-20). 

19. As to claim 3 1 , Whitehouse further shows: 

the postage indicium generation module is configured for generating self-validating data 
corresponding to the postage indicium in response to the indexing identifier 
request (Abstract), the indexing module is configured for associating the indexing 
tracking ID with the self-validating data corresponding to the postage indicium 
(Both are transaction data and are needed (they are sent together and printed on 
the same mail piece), and 

the database management module is configured for storing the indexed self- validating 
data corresponding to the postage indicium within the database (it is transaction 
data, which would logically go in a transaction database). 

20. As to claim 32, Whitehouse further shows: 

the postage indicium generation module comprises: 

a postage indicium generation submodule (Figure 4, element 168) for generating the data 
corresponding to the postage indicium; 
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a digital signature generation submodule (Figure 4, element 164) for generating the a 
digital signature; and 

an association submodule (Figure 4, element 162) for associating the digital signature 

with the data corresponding to the postage indicium to generate the self-validating 
indexed data corresponding to the postage indicium (Figure 4, element 107). 

21 . As to claim 33, Whitehouse further shows: 

the database is communicatively coupled with a local physically secure coprocessor 
device (Column 14, lines 8-10). 

22. As to claim 34, Whitehouse further shows: 

the communications module is further configured for receiving an indexing identifier 
request from an end user computer (Figure 5 A, step 200). 

23. As to claims 36-38, Whitehouse further shows that the method is designed for multiple 
mail pieces from different end user computers (Abstract). 

24. As to claim 70, Whitehouse shows: 

A method of processing a mail piece, the method comprising: 

sending (Figure 4, Arrow pointing down between 112 and 152), from an end user 

computer (Figure 4, element 104), postage information related to a mail piece 
(Figure 4, element 105) and a request for an indexing tracking ID (represented by: 
Figure 2, two dimensional barcode) to a vendor-controlled centralized postage 
issuing computer system (Figure 4, element 102), 
wherein the vendor is in communication with (Figure 4, Arrow between 180 and 152) a 
postal authority (Figure 4, element 180) and 
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wherein the postage information is configured to allow the vendor to generate(Figure 4, 
element 154) data corresponding to a postage indicium (Figure 4, element 107) 
for the mail piece, 

the indexing tracking ID being associated (by being on the same mail piece) with the data 

corresponding to the postage indicium; 
receiving the indexing tracking ID at the end user computer (Figure 4, arrow pointing up 

between elements 152 and 1 12); and 
applying the indexing tracking ID to the mail piece (through printer, Figure 4, element 

108), wherein the indexing tracking ID is independently readable from any 

postage indicium present on the mail piece (As they are in separate regions of the 

mail piece, they can inherently be read separately). 

25 . As to claim 7 1 , Whitehouse further shows: 

receiving data corresponding to a postage indicium (inherent to producing an indicium), 
wherein the postage indicium data is based on the postage information (an indicium 

needs to have the postage data to be an indicium); and 
applying the postage indicium to the mail piece (through printer, Figure 4, element 108). 

26. As to claim 72, Whitehouse further shows: 

the indexing tracking ID is unique within a postal authority (Column 4, lines 43-50). 

27. As to claim 73, Whitehouse further shows: 

The method of claim 72, wherein the postal authority is the United States Postal Service 
(Column 4, line 59). 

28. As to claim 74, Whitehouse further shows: 
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the data corresponding to the postage indicium comprises data representative of one or 
more items selected from the group consisting of postage amount, date and time 
of postage information creation, service class, optional data advance, and delivery 
zip code (Column 22, lines 9-20). 

29. As to claim 75, Whitehouse further shows: 

the received data corresponding to the postage indicium comprises a digital signature 
(Abstract). 

30. As to claim 76, Whitehouse further shows: 

the centralized postage issuing computer system is controlled by a vendor (Column 19, 
lines 8-9) in communication with the postal authority (Figure 4, arrow between 
152 and 180). 

31. As to claim 77, Whitehouse further shows: 

the indexing tracking ID is applied to the mail piece in a barcode format (Figure 2, 

barcode) independent from the postage indicium (Figure 2, box in upper right). 

32. As to claim 78, Whitehouse further shows: 

the barcode format is a two-dimensional barcode format (Figure 2, barcode). 

33 . As to claim 8 1 , Whitehouse further shows: 

the postage indicium is applied in a machine readable format (barcodes are machine 
readable). 

34. As to claim 83, Whitehouse further shows: 
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the postage information and the request for an indexing tracking ID are sent together by 
the end user computer (As they are not shown to be processed separately, the 
Examiner interprets this to mean they are sent together). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

35. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

36. Claims 1-11, 14-17, 22, 23, 67, 69 and 84 as best understood, are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Whitehouse in view of Bailey et al. (U.S. 
2005/0209976) ("Bailey"). 

37. As to claim 1, Whitehouse shows: 

A method of processing a mail piece, the method comprising: 

generating a data corresponding to a postage indicium (Figure 4, element 168) associated 
with a mail piece (Figure 4, element 105) at a vendor-controlled centralized 
postage issuing computer system (Figure 4, element 102); 

storing the indexed postage indicium data within a database of the centralized postage 
issuing computer system (Figure 4, element 174); 

associating (by being on the same mail piece) an indexing tracking ID (represented by: 
Figure 2, two dimensional barcode) with the postage indicium (Figure 2, box in 
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upper right), wherein the indexing tracking ID and postage indicium are 
independent (they are separate entities that can function without the other); 

transmitting the indexing tracking ID to an end user computer (Figure 4, arrow between 
elements 152 and 112); 

Whitehouse does not expressly show: 

receiving a postage indicium request from a postal authority, the postage indicium 

request containing the indexing tracking ID; and 
retrieving the indexed postage indicium data from the database based on the read 

indexing tracking ID. 

However, Bailey shows the postal authority scanning the indexing tracking ID from the 
mail piece in order to request the indicium data so it can be validated (Abstract). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
modified the teachings of Whitehouse to include the scanning and validating process of Bailey in 
order to reject envelopes with invalid postage (Bailey, Abstract). 
38. As to claim 14, Whitehouse shows: 

A method of processing a mail piece, the method comprising: 

receiving data corresponding to a postage indicium (Figure 4, element 106; keyboard, 

mouse, and scale all provide data), 
the postage indicium (Figure 2, box in upper right) being associated (by being on the 

same mail piece) with the indexing tracking ID (represented by: Figure 2, two 

dimensional barcode), 
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wherein the indexing tracking ID is readable on the mail piece independent of the data 

corresponding to the postage indicium (As they are in separate regions of the mail 
piece, they can inherently be read separately). 

Whitehouse does not expressly show: 

reading an indexing tracking ID on a mail piece; 

transmitting a postage indicium request to a vendor, wherein the request comprises the 
read indexing tracking ID; 

However, Bailey shows the postal authority scanning the indexing tracking ID from the 
mail piece in order to request the indicium data so it can be validated (Abstract). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
modified the teachings of Whitehouse to include the scanning and validating process of Bailey in 
order to reject envelopes with invalid postage (Bailey, Abstract). 

39. As to claims 2 and 15, Whitehouse further shows: 

the indexing tracking ID is unique within the postal authority (Column 4, lines 43-50) 

40. As to claims 3 and 16, the Whitehouse further shows: 

the postal authority is the United States Postal Service. (Column 4, line 59) 

41 . As to claims 4 and 17, Whitehouse further shows: 

the postage indicium data comprises data representative of one or more items selected 
from the group consisting of postage amount, date and time of postage 
information creation, service class, optional data advance, and delivery zip code 
(Column 22, lines 9-20). 

42. As to claim 5, Whitehouse further shows: 
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deriving a digital signature from the postage indicium data (Abstract); 

associating the digital signature with the postage indicium data to generate indexed self- 
validating postage indicium data(Abstract); and 

storing the indexed self-validating postage indicium data within the centralized postage- 
issuing computer system (Figure 3, Upload Audit Information). 

43. As to claim 6, Whitehouse further shows: 

the digital signature association comprises attaching the digital signature to the postage 
indicium data (Abstract). 

44. As to claim 7, Whitehouse further shows: 

the digital signature is generated by applying a private key to the postage indicium data 
(Abstract). 

45. As to claim 8, Whitehouse further shows: 

the indexed self- validating postage indicium data is generated within a physically secure 
coprocessor device (Column 14, lines 8-10). 

46. As to claim 9, Whitehouse further shows: 

receiving an indexing identifier request from the end user computer (Figure 5 A, step 200) 
prior to transmitting the indexing tracking ID to the end user computer (Figure 
5 A, step 214). 

47. As to claim 10, Whitehouse further shows: 

transmitting the indexed postage indicium data to the postal authority (Figure 7, arrow to 
252). 
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48. As to claim 1 1 , Whitehouse further shows that the method is designed for multiple mail 
pieces (Abstract). 

49. As to claim 22, Whitehouse further shows: 

the indexing tracking ID is in a barcode format (Figure 2), and the indexing tracking ID is 
read using a barcode reader (inherent, as a barcode reader is needed to read a 
barcode). 

50. As to claim 23, Whitehouse further shows: 

the barcode format is two- dimensional barcode format (Figure 2). 

51. As to claim 67, Whitehouse further shows: 

the indexing tracking ID is independently readable (As they are in separate regions of the 
mail piece, they can inherently be read separately). 

52. As to claim 69, Whitehouse further shows: 
validating the mail piece (Abstract). 

53. As to claim 84, Whitehouse shows all of the elements of claim 70, but does not expressly 
show: 

the postage information and the request for an indexing tracking ID are sent separately by 
the end user computer. 

However, Bailey shows that the postage information is separate from the request for a 
indexing tracking ID (Paragraph 0005). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the teachings of Whitehouse 
to send the request for the indexing tracking ID separately from the postage data as taught by 
Bailey in order to properly interact with the USPS. 
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54. Claims 79, 80, and 82 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Whitehouse in view of Harmon ("Reading Between the Lines"). 

As to claims 79 and 80, Whitehouse shows all of the elements of claims 71 and 79, but 
does not expressly show the use of a one-dimensional barcode or human-readable characters for 
the indexing tracking ID. 

However, Harmon shows the use of one-dimensional barcodes within the USPS (Table 
2.1, Chapter 2, pages 1-2 of 4) and human-readable text that is also machine -readable through 
optical character recognition (OCR) (Table 1.1, Chapter 1, pages 4-5 of 5) as alternate data 
collection techniques. 

The sole difference between Whitehouse and the claimed subject matter is that 
Whitehouse does not disclose the alternative data collection methods claimed. 

Since each individual element and its function are shown in the prior art, albeit in 
separate references, the differences between the claimed subject matter and the prior art rests not 
on any individual element or function but in the very combination itself- that is in the 
substitution of the one-dimensional barcode or human-readable text of Harmon for the two 
dimensional barcode of Whitehouse. 

Thus, the simple substitution of one known element for another producing a predictable 
result renders the claims obvious. 

55. As to claim 82, Whitehouse shows all of the elements of claim 70 but does not expressly 
show: 

mailing the mail piece without a postage indicium. 
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However, Harmon shows a retail shipping label that contains an indexing tracking ID 
(sort/track data, upper right corner, Figure 6.7, Chapter 6, page 1 1 of 15), but lacking the postage 
indicium data. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified the teachings of Whitehouse to include the shipping label 
shown by Harmon, in order to not have to print the postage indicium data on every mail piece. 

56. Claims 24, 25, 66, and 68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the Whitehouse/Bailey combination as applied to claims 1,14, and 22 above, and further in view 
of Harmon. 

57. As to claims 24 and 25, the Whitehouse/Bailey combination shows all of the elements of 
claims 71 and 79, but does not expressly show the use of a one-dimensional barcode or human- 
readable characters for the indexing tracking ID. 

However, Harmon shows the use of one-dimensional barcodes within the USPS (Table 
2.1, Chapter 2, pages 1-2 of 4) and human-readable text that is also machine -readable through 
optical character recognition (OCR) (Table 1.1, Chapter 1, pages 4-5 of 5) as alternate data 
collection techniques. 

The sole difference between the Whitehouse/Bailey combination and the claimed subject 
matter is that the Whitehouse/Bailey combination does not disclose the alternative data collection 
methods claimed. 

Since each individual element and its function are shown in the prior art, albeit in 
separate references, the differences between the claimed subject matter and the prior art rests not 
on any individual element or function but in the very combination itself- that is in the 
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substitution of the one-dimensional barcode or human-readable text of Harmon for the two 
dimensional barcode of the Whitehouse Bailey combination. 

Thus, the simple substitution of one known element for another producing a predictable 
result renders the claims obvious. 

58. As to claim 66, Whitehouse/Bailey combination shows all of the elements of claim 1, but 
does not expressly show: 

requesting the indexing tracking ID from the postal authority; and 
receiving the indexing tracking ID from the postal authority. 

However, Harmon shows the use of user requested (the user requests use of the shipping 
service which requires receipt of the indexing tracking ID), postal authority issued indexing 
tracking ID (Chapter 6, Application 1 - Sortation and tracking applications, pages 3-5 of 15) 

59. As to claim 68, the Whitehouse/Bailey combination shows all of the elements of claim 
14, but does not expressly show: 

the mail piece does not have the data corresponding to the postage indicium located 
thereon. 

However, Harmon shows a retail shipping label that contains an indexing tracking ID 
(sort/track data, upper right corner, Figure 6.7, Chapter 6, page 1 1 of 15), but lacking the postage 
indicium data. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified the teachings of Whitehouse to include the shipping label 
shown by Harmon, in order to not have to print the postage indicium data on every mail piece. 
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Response to Arguments 

60. Applicant's arguments filed 27 December 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

61 . Applicants argued that each of the independent claims is patentable as amended. As 
shown by the rejections above, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

62. Applicants further argued that the indexing tracking ID of the Whitehouse reference is 
not independent of the indicium. As noted above, there is no clearly stated definition as to what 
Applicants use of independent means. Therefore, the Examiner has provided a common usage 
definition above. The Examiner believes the ID and indicium disclosed by Whitehouse are 
independent as defined by the above definition. 

Conclusion 

63. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

64. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 

CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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65. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JOSHUA MURDOUGH whose telephone number is (571)270- 
3270. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 7:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. 

66. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Fischer can be reached on (571) 272-6779. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

67. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



J. M. 

Examiner, Art Unit 3621 

/Jalatee Worjloh/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3621 



